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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, because the 
specification, while being enabling for the invention where the reading and writing 
to/from memory, coprocessor and processor are dependent, does not reasonably 
provide enablement for independent reading and writing of data to/from memory, 
coprocessor and processor. The specification does not enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the 
invention commensurate in scope with these claims. The independent claims 1 and 1 1 
claim independent read and writes independent of the coprocessor. However the 
disclosed invention utilizes a control logic for snooping whether the processor and 
coprocessor are to read or write to from memory for transfer therebetween. The 
memory is not unlimited size and therefore if the processor or coprocessor stores data 
too fast it would fill the memory and have to wait until to other (processor or 
coprocessor) read from the memory before continuing and therefore this operation is 
not independent (e.g., see pages 33 and 34 of the specification in the instant 
application). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



Application/Control Number: 09/858,308 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2183 

3. Claims 1-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gallotta (Patent No. 6,392,654)in view of Kowalczyk (patent No. 4,744,078). 

4. Gallotta taught (as per claims 1 ,1 1 ,34) the invention substantially as claimed 
including a a data processing ("DP") system comprising: 

a) a processor (18) (e.g., see fig. 1); 

b) A co-processor (30,34)(e.g., see fig. 1); 

c) An interface coupled with the processor (18) and said co-processor(30,34), 
said memory (first buffer 26) having at least two read/write ports for reading and writing 
data to said memory wherein said processor is coupled with one of said at least two 
ports and said co-processor is coupled with the other at least two ports (e.g., see figs. 
1,2 and col. 4, lines 18-49) 

d) control logic coupled with said at least two read/write ports [logic at least 
comprises the use of system elements with in the processors and coprocessor by 
drivers such as driver 32 for control of read/write to first buffer 26)(e.g., see col. 3, lines 
23-59); 

e) wherein said processor stores data intended for said co-processor to said 
memory and reads data stored by said co-processor from said memory (e.g., see col. 
4, lines 18-49); 

f) said coprocessor stores data intended for said processor to said memory and 
reads data stored by said co-processor from said memory independent of said co- 
processor said co-processor stores data intended for said processor to said memory 
and reads data stored from said memory independent of said processor (e.g., see col. 
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4. lines 18-49); and said control logic operative to facilitate the reading of said stored 
data by said processor and said co-processor; and wherein said processor and said 
coprocessor are capable of storing data to said memory substantially simultaneously. 

5. Gallotta did not expressly detail (claims 1,11 ,34) that the storing of data to/from 
the memory by the processor was independent of said co-processor. However as the 
claims are understood, the independency pertains to a control logic that performs the 
control of read and write and determines when a read and write should occur and where 
the processor and coprocessor do not directly determine the status of the other for 
performing storing into the memory. Kowalczyk taught system that with a control logic 
(28) e.g., see figs 1 and 2) that controls storing of data to/from a dual port memory that 
does not require the connected processors to directly determine the status of other 
processors for storing data into the dual port memory (e.g., see col. 2, line 57-col. 4, line 
31). The control of transfer via the multiple port memories in Gallotta and Kowalczyk 
provided for substantially simultaneous transfer of data therebetween. 

6. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the teachings of 
Gallotta and Kowalczyk. Both references were directed toward control of transfer of data 
between system devices via a memory with plural input and outputs. Gallota taught the 
devices to transferring the data were processor and coprocessor that were on different 
cards or boards. In at least one implementation the transfer of data between the 
processor , memory and coprocessor would have comprises transfer via a system bus. 
Kowalczyk taught the transfer was between a system bus and a network bus. Clearly 
the devices in a processing system storing data into a memory for transfer to another 



Application/Control Number: 09/858,308 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2183 

device on another bus would have comprised processors. The addition of the control of 
transfer to be between system bus and network bus would have allowed the combined 
system to transfer data between processors in a system to co-processors that were 
connected in a network. This control would have relieved the processor from having to 
determine when the coprocessor was ready for transfer of data. 

7. As to the limitations of claim 2,12,23,26 Gallotta taught the processors on 
different cards or boards and therefore the boundary would have comprised a printed 
circuit board to printed circuit board connected couple to the processor and co- 
processor (e.g., see figs 1 , 2). The use of connectors that isolate the connected devices 
from the bus were well known in the art at the claimed invention. One of ordinary skill 
implementing the Gallotta and Kowalczyk system would have been motivated to use 
these tristate type connectors to at least protect the connected devices for electrical 
surges when not actively transferring data and to reduce power drain a from plural 
elements and connected to the bus and ensure stability of signals transferred bus 
without interference. 

8. As per claim 3,4,13,14,27,35 Kowalczyk taught transfer between a system bus 
and a network bus. Therefore one of ordinary skill have been motivate to connect the 
best available network devices to the network bus. Since at least some network devices 
would have comprised different characteristics for the transferred data such as word 
length or encoding etc.(especially when they were from different manufacturers) then in 
at least one implementation of the Gallota and Kowalczyk teachings the boundary would 
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have comprised different protocols. Clearly the processor connected to the network bus 
would have comprised an network processor (e.g., see col. 2, lines 41-56). 

9. As to claim 5,15,28,36 Gallotta taught the co-processor comprising a task 
specific processor (e.g., see col. 3, lines 23-65). 

1 0. As per claim 6,7,1 6,1 7,29,30,37,38 One of ordinary skill would have been 
motivated to connected off the shelf components to aid the processor in processing 
data. Since the Kowakczyk taught a network bus one of ordinary skill would have been 
motivated to connected the system to various type of networks including the 
INTERNET. In applications that would be characteristic of searching volumes of data 
via the INTERNET one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to coupled a 
classification coprocessor and an content addressable memory to search for data 
especially when the co-processor is used a conventional search engine. 

11. As per claims 8,9,1 8,1 9,31 ,39 Kowalczyk taught control logic signals via the 
connected buses when data is stored in the data memory (e.g., see col. 4, lines 1-31). 
Considering the devices connect to the buses would have comprised processor and co- 
processors (especially considering the teachings of Gallota) the signals to the bus 
would have been transmitted to the processor and co-processor. 

12. As per claim 10,20,32„40 Kowalczyk taught the memory comprises a dual ported 
synchronizing random access memory (10) e.g., see col. 2 lines 41-57). Since 
Kowalczyk did not detail refresh of the memory it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill that the memory would have comprised a static random access memory. 
As to the burst capability of the memory since the memory is allowing switching of 
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transfer between two buses one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to select an 
off the shelf memory with burst capability to facilitate quick transfer when a lot of data 
was being transferred. 

13. As per claims 21 ,22,33,41 The control logic of Kowalczyk performs that task for 
determining when to transfer data as described above and therefore allows the 
processor to communicate with the coprocessor as if the co-processor was directly 
connected with the processor. Also Since the Kowalczyk interface establishes the 
network protocol (e.g., see col. 2, lines 41-57) The interface allows the processor to 
operate independently of the interface requirements of the coprocessor (that would 
have been connected to the network bus). 

14. As to the limitations of claim 24,25 the Gallota taught receiving data via an 
interface storing data in a memory signaling the coprocessor (or processor) that the 
data has been stored receiving a read command from the coprocessor (or processor) 
and providing first data to the coprocessor(or processor) across a boundary wherein 
the transfer is substantially simultaneous (e.g., see figs. 1 ,2,3 and col. 2, lines 9-col. 3, 
line 22). 

15. Gallota did not expressly detail (claim 24,25) the signaling was via the first and 
second interface. However considering the Kowalczyk system the only connecting 
between buses and therefore connected processors and co-processor would have been 
via the interfaces (network and DMA interfaces) and therefore the signaling would have 
been performed in the Gallota and Kowalczyk system via the interfaces (e.g., see figs. 
2,3 of Kowalczyk) . (claims 26-33 are rejected above). 



Application/Control Number: 09/858,308 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2183 

1 6. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine the teachings of 
Gallota and Kowalczyk. Both references were directed toward control of transfer of data 
between system devices via a memory with plural input and outputs. Gallota taught the 
devices to transferring the data were processor and coprocessor that were on different 
cards or boards. In at least one implementation the transfer of data between the 
processor memory and coprocessor would have comprises transfer via a system bus. 
Kowalczyk taught the transfer was between a system bus and a network bus. Clearly 
the devices in a processing system storing data into a memory for transfer to another 
device on another bus would have comprised processors. The addition of the control of 
transfer to be between system bus and network bus would have allowed the combined 
system to transfer data between processors in a system to co-processors that were 
connected in a network. This control would have relieved the processor from having to 
determine when the coprocessor was ready for transfer of data. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-41 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric Coleman whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4163. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (571) 272-4162. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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